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REQUEST FOR PRE-APPEAL BRIEF REVIEW 



Sir: 



In response to the Final Office Action mailed 24 November 2006, in conjunction 
with the Notice of Appeal filed herewith, and in accordance with the procedure outlined 
in OG Notices (12 July 2005), please consider these remarks. 

No amendment is being submitted with this request. This request is filed 
concurrently with a Notice of Appeal. Applicants hereby request review of the final 
rej ection in the above-identified matter for the reasons stated herein below. 

Reasons for Requested Review 

1. Examiner has Failed to Establish a Prima Facie Case of Obviousness 

1.1. REFERENCES FAIL TO SHOW A MULTI-CHIP MODULE (MCM) 

First and foremost, nothing in the art of record (considered individually or in any 
combination) teaches or reasonably suggests a S AS expander implemented as a Multi- 
Chip Module ("MCM") - the very essence of the invention. None of the references 
describe an MCM as the term is understood by those of ordinary skill in the art. This term 
of art is well understood to describe a single integrated circuit that is manufactured to 
incorporate one or more other integrated circuit dies or components. Such MCM devices 
are generally fabricated using integrated circuit fabrication techniques - notably distinct 



-1- 



LSI Docket No. 03-0605 



from fabrication/assembly of printed circuit board cards and/or entire systems 
incorporating numerous such cards. 

The references teach nothing of such an MCM structure for a SAS expander but 
rather teach structures of printed circuit cards and systems incorporating a plurality of 
such cards. This issue has been raised in the prior response. In this Final Office Action, 
the Examiner suggests that this limitation is not found in the claims. Applicants 
respectfully submit that a. "multi-chip module" architecture has been a key element of the 
claims from their original filing. The Examiner then suggests in this Final Office Action 
that he is applying the "broadest reasonable interpretation" of the term "multi-chip 
module" to mean "any module containing multiple chips". Such an interpretation is 
clearly inconsistent with any reasonable understanding of the term of art by one of 
ordinary skill in the art. Would the Examiner suggest that a room-sized IBM System 360 
of the 1960's, a device that clearly contains multiple chips, is a "multi-chip module" 
("MCM") as the term of art would be understood by one of ordinary skill in the art? The 
Examiner's interpretation is CZZVreasoanbry OJ^ERbroad for a person of ordinary skill in 
the art. 

Applicants recognize that the mere integration of previously distinct, discrete 
electronic components is not, without more, a patentable distinction. In this claimed 
invention much more is derived from this MCM architecture SAS expander than the mere 
integration of previously distinct/discrete components. Specific benefits attributable to 
the recited MCM integrated architecture that are novel and non-obvious are discussed in 
the specification of the subject application and are also recited in the claims. These 
benefits are either dismissed by the Examiner or improperly read on the prior art. Some 
of these benefits are discussed below. 

1.2. REFERENCES FAIL TO SHOW COORDINATION LOGIC THAT 
INCLUDES STATIC ROUTING FEATURES 

As discussed in the earlier response, Bakke '532 individually or in the proposed 
combination with Badamo '476 fails to disclose coordination logic as recited by claim 1 
that provides static routing features as claimed. The Examiner points to Badamo 
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paragraph 0041 in support of his assertion that the "routing" of FC(s) 20 in Badamo's 
figure- 3 teaches such a static routing feature. As Applicants have already pointed out in 
prior responses, quite the opposite is taught by Badamo. Paragraph 0041 of Badamo in 
reference to his figure 3 reads as follows: 

Any line card 22 can send traffic to any service card 24. This routing can be 
configured statically or can be determined dynamically by the line card 22. Any 
service card 24 can send traffic requiring ingress processing (e.g. from SCI 24' to 
SC2 24") to any other service card 24 for ingress processing. Line cards 22 with 
the capability to classify ingress traffic can thus make use of unused capacity on 
the ingress service cards 24 by changing the routing. 

Though the word "static" is used by Badamo, it is clear to one of ordinary skill in 
the art that whatever "routing" is performed by FC 20 of Badamo it is dynamic or 
flexible. "Any line card 22 can send traffic to any service card 24." This is the very 
essence of a dynamic routing capability. 

Badamo's paragraph 0039 just above paragraph 0041 further supports the 
dynamic routing capability of Badamo's FC 20 component stating (emphasis added): 
"The flexible routing therefore enables any service card 24 or line card 22, in particular a 
spare service card 24 or line card 22, to assume the role of another service card 24 or line 
card 22 by only changing the routing through the switch fabric card (FC) 20." Again, 
this is the very essence of dynamic routing as understood by those of ordinary skill in the 
art. 

By contrast, rejected claim 1 (for example) clearly recites that the internal fabric 
of the MCM that couples selected internal ports of the plurality of SAS expander 
components is "is static following initialization of the MCM." Since the plurality of SAS 
expander components are coupled internally to the MCM and present themselves as a 
single, integrated SAS expander (as discussed further below), the routes between the 
various expander components of the MCM are fixed or static following initialization of 
the MCM - there is no dynamic or flexible routing as required for the structures and 
methods of Badamo and Bakke. It is unreasonable for the Examiner to read the routing 
features of Badamo's FC 20 that are clearly dynamic and flexible in nature as teaching the 
recited static routing of, for example, rejected claim 1. Applicants have already 
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distinguished this feature from the teaching of Baklce in response to the Examiner's 
earlier rejections. This feature is neither taught nor reasonably suggested by Bakke, 
Badamo, or any of the art of record, either considered individually or in any combination. 

1.3. REFERENCES FAIL TO SHOW COORDINATION LOGIC THAT 
PRESENTS A SINGLE INTEGRATED SAS EXPANDER IN RESPONSE TO SMP 
PROTOCOL EXCHANGES 

As also discussed in earlier responses, the prior art of record fails to show the 
claimed feature wherein the plurality of SAS expander components (coupled internally 
by a statically routed fabric) present a single integrated SAS expander as in SMP protocol 
exchanges. In SCSI Management Protocol ("SMP") a device responds to a single SAS 
address for management related exchanges. Each SAS expander would normally respond 
to its own unique SAS address. However, the invention of rejected claim 1 recites that the 
plurality of SAS expanders as configured in an MCM with the recited coordination logic 
forces the plurality of SAS expander components to present the plurality of components 
as a single, integrated SAS expander - i.e., a plurality of SAS expanders that interact and 
respond to a single SAS address - not multiple independent SAS addresses. Thus, to a 
management application, the MCM appears as a single integrated SAS expander although 
it comprises (as recited) multiple SAS expanders. 

In. the new grounds for rejection, the Examiner adds a combination of Bakke (and 
Badamo) with Seto and urges that Seto teaches the feature of presenting such a single 
integrated SAS expander for SMP exchanges. Apparently the Examiner fails to 
understand that the claimed MCM comprises multiple SAS expanders. As noted, such 
multiple SAS expanders (or any multiple of SAS devices) each respond to a single SAS 
address as regards SMP exchanges. Only with the recited coordination logic do the 
multiple SAS expander components of rejected claim 1 present themselves collectively as 
a single SAS expander in SMP exchanges. Seto is nothing more than exemplary of any 
well known SAS device that includes a capability to perform SMP exchanges - any 
SINGLE SAS device. The Examiner points to element 38C of Seto's figure 2 and 
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element 180 of figure 5A and associated text at paragraphs 0014 and 0023, respectively 
in support of his reading. 

The cited portions of Seto do not show a device that has multiple SAS expanders 
(or other SAS devices) that respond as a single SAS device in SMP exchanges. Seto's 
figure 2 and associated text in paragraph 0014 shows an "adaptor" [sic] 12 that includes 
multiple adapters (12a and 12b of figure 1). Each of the adapters 12a and 12b may 
include an SMP link layer 38c. Nothing in Seto suggests that the two adapters 12a and 
12b share a common SAS address in their SMP exchanges such that external device 
would perceive a single integrated SAS expander (or other SAS device). Rather, adapter 
12a and 12b would each provide its own SMP layer 38c (and 40c and 48c) and its own 
corresponding SAS address in its respective SMP exchanges. Adapter 12 is a simple 
physical packaging of multiple SAS devices on a single circuit structure. Nothing in Seto 
suggests that this mere physical integration includes coordination logic as claimed in 
rejected claim 1 that presents two adapters (12a and 12b) as a single integrated adapter in 
SMP exchanges* 

Seto's figure 5A and associated text at paragraph 0023 merely discusses the 
standard SAS architecture in which each SAS device (180, 182, 184, and 186 of figure 
5A) has a unique SAS address ("x", "A", "B", and "C", respectively). As is well known, a 
single SAS device may comprise multiple PHYs (e.g., every SAS expander includes 
multiple PHYs). But such a standard SAS device responds to SMP exchanges only using 
the single unique address of the SAS device. Again, as above, the claimed MCM includes 
a plurality of SAS expanders (each of which has multiple PHYs or ports as is axiomatic 
for a SAS expander). Each of these plurality of SAS expander in the claimed MCM 
would normally have a unique SAS address (just as devices 180 through 1 86 of Seto's 
figure 5A each has a unique SAS address). However, the claimed invention further 
provides the recited coordination logic such that, for purposes of SMP exchanges, the 
recited multiple SAS expanders interact as a single integrated SAS expander. This feature 
is neither taught nor reasonably suggested by Bakke, Seto, or any of the art of record, 
either considered individually or in any combination. 
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Conclusion 

In view of the above discussion, Applicants assert that independent claim 1 is 
allowable at least for the reasons stated above. At least these same arguments apply to 
independent claims 17 and 18, rejected by the Examiner for similar reasons and to 
dependent claims 2-9 and 12-14. Applicants respectfully request reconsideration and 
withdrawal of the outstanding rejections. 

Applicants have submitted herewith a Notice of Appeal along with the 
appropriate fees therefore. Applicants believe no further fees are due in this matter. 
Should any issues remain, the Examiner is encouraged to telephone the undersigned 
attorney. ' ; ' 



Respectfully submitted, 




Daniel N. Fishman #35,512 
Duft Bornsen & Fishman, LLP 
1526 Spruce Street, Suite 302 
Boulder, CO 80302 
(303) 786-7687 
(303) 786-7691 (fax) 



